48                LET THERE BE SCULPTURE

intention and it is proposed to remove the sculptures for some
imaginary and doubtful gain to the efficiency of the building, iho
position is indeed very different.

These sculptures were defended in the first instance by a largo
body of influential and serious art-lovers who woro undLspuUni
authorities on these matters, and the fact that after all these yours
an equally formidable defence has been raised against ihoir removal
must carry conviction to any reasonable person. Tho sculptures uro,
in fact, works of first importance.

In my opinion, there is a universal quality about the work which
is not only rare in our own times but in tho whole history of
sculpture, and I would plead with Southern Rhodesia to protect;
these treasures which they appear to have acquired inadvertently
and without the full knowledge of their importance.

Yours, etc.,

CUAKLKS HOLDKN*
9 Knightsbridge,

Hyde Park Corner,

London, S.W.1,                             29tfi May, 1955.

This is a letter from Mr. Van Dieren about tho right to
destroy the statues.                                         \

From The Daily Telegraph :

No LIBERTY TO DESTROY ART
To the Editor:

SIR,

Will you allow me, as tho author of tho first book on
Epstein's work, to reaffirm a principle which tumui partidjwnU In
the recent controversy disregard or deny*

Most correspondents agree about Epstein's grout giftn and
personality, Both are sufficiently extraordinary to CUUKO violotit
reactions. As Mr* Sickert put it, Epstein is very much aHvo, u and
kicking". This disturbs numerous critics who would publicly
worship him if only he were conveniently dead, preferably for ttome
centuries.

Meanwhile, representatives of bluff and sturdy commonseiue
have wanted to know what the fuss is about. They indignantly
ask whether the man who buys a work of art is to be in a different
position from one who acquires any sort of commodity* Cannot ht
do with it as he likes ?